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CLASSIC CINEMA

I agree with Sam Bankman-Fried when it comes to Citizen Kane, that it is ‘an unwatchably empty film’. This introduces the question of rewatchability since I also think Citizen Kane is not at all a rewatchable film, compared for example to Fincher’s Zodiac. (A whole canon of rewatchable films still needs to be developed alongside a canon of ‘greats’.) But SBF’s opinion of Citizen Kane is also emblematic of everything else about his worldview, for example the way he dresses.

SBF’s slouchiness obviated the need to be central. Not caring for appearance—just like Eisenberg’s Zuckerberg in pyjamas in The Social Network—SBF the slouch informally presented everything long termism will have been: where long termism just means absolute care for the future extinct. (Dress for the absolute future. Dress for the extinct. Indifference in part to the living. Eat the dead.)

What I mean is SBF cared for an X-factor so much that he cared nothing for what he wore or lived. And and ate, and did, and said. No interest in culture or food. No restraint when it came to angelic woke shibboleths: that’s the austeric side of living emptily for a long term that may not be here by the time it comes. How many centuries, AI for example, do you really think are down the line?

There was a level of lucid appearance concentrated in SBF and Ye last year. With hindsight, it seems they were right to be lucidly bad rather than braindead cowards. This is already a definition of absolutely cinematic longtermism, that the right to be lucidly wrong and not just less wrong exceeds the right to be lethally humane. There are inhuman rights, after all, and even inhumane rights. If we restrict the domain of rights to the proper, then there are no rights at all. Real rights belong to the unseen.

INTERNET CINEMA

The movie I have made is the first internet cinema. No film yet integrates the internet as a lesson. The cut we are are looking for is between the TL and the universe of cinema. We are looking for the cut between any conceivable output and arche-cinematic content. The sublation of any and every image: a real girl becoming part of the history of the cinema when the internet was gone. A war criminal.

Eisenberg on the steps seems to recall the time the real Mark Z. took a meeting with top venture capital firm Sequoia Capital in his pyjamas and presented a PowerPoint deck titled ‘The Top Ten Reasons You Should Not Invest’. At this point Z. also reminds us of Proust in bed:
		
		

PERSONAL CINEMA

What can one desire except movies? I have always wanted to make a movie more than anything else. My desire to write is nothing in comparison. Or rather, my desire to write—for example this blog—has always been at the service of cinema. A function of a cinema to come that I knew I would see. Film was a function of me, then—a function for me. I live in the certainty that the film I am about to release will say everything I wanted to say better than I ever can and could.

In this sense of bettering and furtherance, cinema resembles the object people fear AI will have been. But cinema was already that. It was already that threat. Making films gives people dreams, like Duras in her middle era, and it gives them heart attacks, like Martin Sheen during Apocalypse Now. The real battle in contemporary culture is between intelligence and the cut. Intelligence after all must be stress-tested. It must be tested to fail. Already 100 years ago Jean Epstein wrote The Intelligence of a Machine and asked,

    Will images created from this other optical system, this kind of robot-brain that is the cinematographic apparatus, have as great an influence upon the evolution of culture and civilization?

Cinema is the intelligence of a machine. It knows what to do and how to scope. There again, what artificial intelligence will find hard to replicate soon—perhaps—is the cinematic cut. That is, the decision between a visual output, no matter what it is, and a further cinematic result and output. For example, imagine an AI-generated aesthetic object made in a hundred years time that is properly amazing. Perhaps it’s even the first five dimensional aesthetic output or something like that. Well, this object will also be a content like any other. It will be subject to the cut. This is why the human-artificial interface will itself be the thing an expanded intelligence will wish to carry over—tarry over—when it reaches its genealogical nexus.

CINEMA AS SEXUATION
	Blade Runner 2049 and the Role of Joi in a Joyless World | Den of Geek	

For example imagine Blade Runner 2049 be axiomized as the first film about extinction sex and not just death-eros (Freud & sons). The massive pink hologram is called Joi and really the film is about the problem of AI needing to retain genealogy (sex) from the human set, but that tension itself is ‘sexy’ and the sexiness comes from AI-sex as a kind of concession—a kind of kindness—to human thought. In the zone of extinction sex the human is a genie that pops up to connect, perhaps, genealogy and the archaeology of sexuality.

EMPTY CINEMA

Citizen Kane is an unwatchably empty film and it is an unbearably empty film. It is an empty film. All films are empty. Try skipping through some masterpiece or other on YouTube and you will see just how empty it all is. Film is just content; whatever it is. AI is just content; no matter what it becomes. But this is liberating. Cinema belongs to nobody; it belongs to emptiness. The internet means that anyone can film.

Basically, compared to pure cinematic long termism, there is nothing that isn’t totally empty. All phenomena are empty except of the entire universe. The way SBF dresses indicates this. The way Ye dared to tweet last year symbolized that Citizen Kane is unbearably empty, that most people lie about art being full of meaning.

It’s not their fault. Think about the Alien movies. Each film shows humans unable not to ascribe meaning or too little meaning to things. Somebody always allows the alien in at the cargo doors. Safety protocol is never adhered to soon enough. Humans are unsustainable from the beginning.

American Congress focuses on SBF as mere symptom—as someone who defrauded consumers and had bad corporate practices. But this only shows that law has no place yet for absolute long termism. The implication is that jurisprudence is done, and so we feel sorry for the future. In advanced legalese, divine slouchiness is all.

DURATIONAL CINEMA

Film01 is of long duration—approximately 7-8 hours. While the cinema cut of Film01 will be more feature length, the final cut (which we call ‘the paradise cut’) will pressure-test any audience. Viewed on an iPhone during a flight from New York City to Los Angeles, one would have no time for anything else.

The most instructive example of durational cinema is Claude Lanzmann’s Shoah (1985), which clocks in at 9 hours 26 minutes. When the French philosopher Jacques Derrida gave a one-off interview to Cahiers du cinema in 2000, Lanzmann’s film was the only one discussed in detail.

For those who have seen it, Shoah’s scale is experienced as essential. To test this idea, first of all one must watch the film. It is strange in fact that in a time obsessed with the question of race, the film seems rarely cited as an experience, since how else can one get close to an actual experience of ‘the camps’ except in Lanzmann’s decision to make an extended universe of documentation available.

To verify duration one may also simply contemplate a different version of the same film. Imagine if Shoah were 90 minutes or 120 minutes—how obscene would that be? The question of cinematic duration is therefore transformed in its intensity and value. It becomes—in a new sense—integral.

CRIPPLED CINEMA

Morton Feldman allows us to think something comparable. This composer well-known for extremely long compositions once commented that ‘the scale of what is being represented is a phenomenon unto itself’. Feldman in fact distinguished ‘form’ from ‘scale’, and said that ‘scale’ is an entirely different matter.

Feldman added that ‘form’ is easy, that it simply amounts to something like composition or technique, ‘just the division of things into parts’. But scale allows one not only to live inside an artistic object but to let go of normal technical and audience-based expectations.

The ideal state, Feldman said, is for a filmmaker to have friends and confidantes but no audience. To be without audience for six weeks is the aim: then something could really happen. Silence is as rare in movies as in life, to be mathematically achieved. The solution here is ‘six weeks’ with no-one. The empty auditorium.

The analogue implied is between Lanzmann’s subject matter and the only one that really counts today, what the Hitchcock scholar Tom Cohen once called ‘a 21st century passive holocaust to come’. To dismiss this analogue is to have little to do with the present as it must really be filmed—as it is already is filmed on a daily basis, since what is the ‘feed’ but a new version of Shoah?

Shoah depends for its force on iteration and iterated documentation. In the same way, it would not be enough for Film01 to say only once what it tries to show: human beings under pressure from the fact of ongoing extinction in something like an abstract documentary that cuts beyond what artificial intelligence will have done—and does so beyond the internet’s ability to watch.

Maybe I can show some simple things in the movie, like a girl smiling when the word ‘extinction’ is said. What could be more ridiculous than saying that word? And yet have you ever seen a real movie in which it was said at all?
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